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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abecassis (U.S. Patent No. 5,684,918) in view of Wugofski (U.S. Patent 6,704,028 B2). 

Regarding claims 1 and 17, Abecassis discloses an apparatus and its corresponding 
method "for selectively controlling access to programs, comprising: setting a rating limit 
corresponding to a first user input; setting an exception to said rating limit corresponding to a 
second user input; receiving information for identifying a program and for specifying a rating of 
said program; comparing said rating of said program with said stored rating limit; determining 
whether an exception to said rating limit has been set for said program identified by said received 
program identifying information; and controlling access to said program in response to the 
results of the steps of comparing and determining", (i.e., in a video delivery system (col. 15/line 
59 to col. 16/line 3)), a user interface provides the user to select or choose a viewing preference 
(Fig. 4A and col. 16/lines 4-24) based on content ratings of the programs or segments of 
programs according to MPAA ratings (Fig. ID and col. 7/line 62 to col. 8/line 3) and even more 
further details on content ratings (as shown in Figs. 1 A-1C and col. 10/lines 29-41), the user can 
set a rating limit as at a first input and then can set an exception to said rating limit, such as 
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whether to view an R rated program, and within that program setting an exception that 
"bloodshed" can be omitted in the user's viewing of the video (as shown in Fig. 4 A, col. 10/lines 
29-41, and col. 16/lines 4-16); and the user's setting is stored as personal profiles such as a 
parent can modify their children's profile (Fig. 4D, and col. 17/lines 30-62); each program or 
each segment has a rating code form the producer (Figs. 1A-1D, and col. 8/line 58 to col. 9/line 
30), and the comparison is performed between the producer's rating codes and the setting (rating 
content) viewing preferences from the user with the use of a video segment map for providing 
correct viewing preferences to the user (col. 1 1/line 27-65). 

Abecassis does not clearly show the step of " wherein said exceptions from said rating 
limits define programs which shall be blocked or enabled independently to said set rating limits "; 
however, in a same environment of a video delivering system using an EPG program guide, 
Wugofski teaches that the user can customize setting the rating control limit which defines 
whether programs with associated contents and time can be blocked, unblocked or enabled 
independently to the set rating limits , for instance, a rating threshold is used together with the 
scheduled access, so that some or all program contents can be regarded as some exceptions can 
be performed independently to the set rating limits (Wugofski, Fig. 6, and col. 6/lines 43-65). 
For example, as illustrated in Figure 6, current rating threshold can be set as limiting or 
restricting programs with R, Language and Violence as preset as the threshold rating limit; 
however, the exceptions here are, programs with other ratings as X, Sexual content and Nudity 
are exceptions based on the user's preference; furthermore, even within the rating limit of R, L, 
and V as noted, the user can set an exception whether to be blocked or enabled independently to 
the rating limit as whether the scheduled access is required or not, for instance, the time limit 
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may be for an hour or two hour on a certain day, but the rest of the week are exceptions, which 
means the user can access or view without limit. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Abecassis' system with Wugolski's teaching technique of setting 
and controlling the rating limits in order to define programs which shall be blocked or enabled 
independently to said set rating limits as taught by Wugofski. 

As for claim 2, in view of claim 1 above, Abecassis discloses "wherein said information 
for specifying at least one rating of a program and for identifying said program is received 
together with said program" (Fig. ID & Fig. 4A and see claim 1 above). 

As for claim 3, in view of claim 1 above, Abecassis discloses "wherein said programs are 
television programs and wherein said rating limits are used in a parental control system" (col. 
6/lines 25-33 for television programming, and Fig. 4D, col. 17/lines 30-62 for parental control 
addressed). 

As for claim 5, in view of claim 3 above, Abecassis inherently discloses "wherein the 
ratings define the age of the viewer the program is designed for, the degree of a certain program 
content, or a combination thereof because categories as "Mom", "Dad", "Teen" and "Child" 
profiles defines the range of ages of the viewer (Fig. 4D), and the degree of a certain program 
content (shown in Fig. 4A for level 1 to 4 for "violence" or "profanity"). 

(Claim 6 was cancelled). 

As for claims 7 and 8, in view of claim 1 above, Abecassis discloses "wherein a never 
block program list specifies certain programs that should never be blocked, even if these 
programs exceed the rating limits" and "wherein an always block program list specifies certain 
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programs that should always be blocked, even if these programs do not exceed the rating limits" 
(as illustrated in Figs. 4F & 4G, programs can be selected by channels in category as "Movies" 
or "Sports" and/or can be searched by program titles, which can be set by the content as in 
Figure 8, which brings back to "content preferences" as shown in Figure 4E, whether to block or 
not to block it regardless of the rating limits of broadcast programs). 

As for claim 15, in further view of claim 1 above, Abecassis discloses "wherein a set 
exception is valid for any following episode of a program series" (Fig. 4E and col. 10/lines 28- 
41, the content preference setting is applying to any program or any segment of a program 
series). 

3. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Abecassis (U.S. Patent No. 5,684,918) in view of Wugofski as in claim 1 and further in view of 
Aras et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,872,588). 

Regarding claim 4, in view of claim 2 above, Abecassis and Wugofski do not address 
"wherein said television programs are received as an analogue television signal and said ratings 
are received embedded in the vertical blanking interval of said analogue television signal"; 
however, it is well-known in the art that signals such as rating signals can be embedded in the 
vertical blanking interval (VBI) of analogue television signal. In fact, Aras teaches that a content 
rating of a program in the form of AVI (audio-visual identifier) information can be embedded in 
the VBI of an analogue television signal (Aras, col. 1 1/line 44 to col. 12/line 4 & col. 25/lines 
18-41). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Abecassis and Wugofski's system with a well-known 
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technique as of Aras' as disclosed in order to take advantage of broadcasting analogue television 
signals carrying content ratings embedded in the VBI as the prior arts conventionally used to do 
as taught by Aras. 

As for claim 16, this claim is a combination of claims 1, 4 and 7-8, with the teaching of 
embedded information signal containing rating signal in an analogue television signal as taught 
by Aras, is rejected for the reasons given in the scope of claims 1, 4 and 7-8 as discussed in 
details above. 

4. Claims 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abecassis 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,684,918) in view of Wugofski as in claim 1 and further in view of Wood et al. 
(U.S. Pub 2002/0054752 Al). 

Regarding claim 9, in further view of claim 1 above, Abecassis and Wugofski do not 
address "wherein said exceptions are specified by metadata describing said programs like the 
program title, actor name, director name or topic"; however, in a video data recorder with 
personal channels using channel guides related to content rating, Wood teaches a same technique . 
of using metadata contains program information as program title, actor name, director name or 
topic (Wood, page 2/section 0026 and page 3/section 0040). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
Abecassis and Wugofski' system with Wood's teaching technique of using metadata contains 
those information as an additional option for the user to specify whether to include or exclude a 
certain attribute as described therein. 
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As for claim 10, in view of claim 9 above, the combination of Abecassis and Wood 
teaches "wherein said metadata specifying said exceptions are selected by the user from a 
dedicated list of metadata", i.e., based on the metadata technique of Wood, the list of exceptions 
as illustrated by Abecassis (Figs. 4A, 4E, 4F & 4G) can be included the dedicated list of 
metadata. 

As for claim 1 1, in view of claim 9 above, Abecassis discloses "wherein program titles 
specifying said exceptions are selected by the user from a displayed EPG program schedule" 
(Fig. 4G for program titles displaying on EPG program schedule). 

As for claim 12, in view of claim 9 above, Abecassis teaches "wherein said metadata 
specifying said exceptions are selected by marking a currently displayed program" (Fig. 4A) 
with the teaching of metadata as discussed in claim 9 earlier. 

As for claim 13, in view of claim 12 above, Abecassis teaches "wherein the program title 
of the currently displayed program is stored as exception from said rating limits" (as illustrated 
in Figs. 4F & 4G, programs can be selected by channels in category as "Movies" or "Sports" 
and/or can be searched by program titles, which can be set by the content as in Figure 8, which 
brings back to "content preferences" as shown in Figure 4E, whether to block or not to block it 
regardless of the rating limits of broadcast programs). 

As for claim 14, in view of claim 12 above, the combination of Abecassis and Wood 
teaches "wherein an overview of metadata describing the currently displayed program is 
displayed to the user and wherein one or more of said metadata are selected by the user and 
stored as exceptions from said rating limits" (see claims 1, 7-8, and 9). 
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Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments filed on 9/30/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants argue that Wugofski concerns about setting the ratings limits and the 
scheduled access times and limit the access time, but not "exceptions from said rating limits 
define programs which shall be blocked or enabled independently to said set ratings limits." 
However, the examiner studies the present specifications and understands that the so-called 
"exceptions" which shall be blocked or enabled independently from the applicants also simply 
referred to or based on the rating limits for a specific television program, and the user have the 
control of whether to block or unblock it although it is on a rating limit such as R or X or 
Violence. Then, as illustrated in Figure 6 of Wugofski , the current rating threshold can be set as 
limiting or restricting programs with R, Language and Violence as preset as the threshold rating 
limit; however, the exceptions here are, programs with other ratings as X, Sexual content and 
Nudity are exceptions based on the user's preference; furthermore, (may be arguable by the 
applicants that the exceptions are within the ratings limits) even within the rating limit of R, L, 
and V as noted , the user can set an exception whether to be blocked or enabled independently to 
the ratings limits of all programs containing the same or within the ratings limits as whether the 
scheduled access is required or not, for instance, the time limit may be for an hour or several 
hours on a certain day (as shown in Fig. 6), but to the rest of the week are exceptions, which 
mean that the user can access or view without limit or restriction any program even containing 
the rating limit at any other time. Clearly, this step is met the issue of "wherein said exceptions 
from the ratings limits define programs which shall be blocked or enabled independently to said 
set rating limits" as claimed by claims 1, 16 and 17. 
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Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

7. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9306, (for Technology Center 2600 only) 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Krista Kieu-Oanh Bui whose telephone number is (703) 305-0095. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:00 AM to 6:30 PM, with alternate 
Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Grant, can be reached on (703) 305-4755. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone number 
is (703) 306-0377. 
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